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Responses to Comments from DOE
Draft Seep Collection and Treatment
Proposed Action Memorandum
Operable Unit No. 7

DOE COMMENTS

1.1

1.2

1.3

Kurt Muenchow

Comment

Good job being able to incorporate last-minute changes in design for the seep
collection, and in being responsive regarding requests for information for the Public
Meeting and discussing the RCRA waste code 1ssues All that and on time too!

Response

Thank you

Comment

P 4 of 26, para 3 Please indicate the date(s) of hazardous waste disposal at the
landfill

Response

The exact dates of hazardous waste disposal are not known Waste streams were
charactenzed in 1986, and in the fall of that year, wastes with hazardous constituents
were no longer buned in the landfill (EG&G, 1994) The sentence “Disposal of
hazardous wastes in the landfill was discontinued in 1986 * was added

Comment

Eigure 3-2. WIll direct precipitation/snow-melt contribute significantly to collection
flows/volume with @ 40 sq ft of drain rock exposed? Are we using the cheapest
matenal for synthetic iner? PVC may be cheaper than HDPE - it only has to last a
couple of years

Response

Based on a total 1992 rainfall at RFETS of 15 inches, the estimated added volume from
ramnfall 1s approximately 400 galfyear or about 15 percent of the tank capacity of
26,000 gallons
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1.5

Twenty mil HDPE and PVC are both $0 12/LF In addition, PVC may be harder to get
in today’s market because it is not used often

Comment

P_15of 26, sect 35 Please write a paragraph which emphasizes the compatibility of
the chosen approach with the presumptive remedy as a reason for selection of the
proposed technology

Response

The following paragraph was inserted  “The collection sump was also the most
compatible with the presumptive remedy of capping the landfill The components of
this alternative are low cost or can be removed easily pnor to the capping for reuse
dunng the IM/IRA *

Comment

P_16 of 26, final para How did we decide that for chemicals without ARARs or TBCs
that we select 10X CLP detection imits? Piease provide justification for this position, or
if it 1s arbitrary, perhaps we can look to performance standards established for these
chemicals elsewhere on site, (PRGs?? OU 1, or OU 2 treatment standards?) Also, in
this section, can we wnte a paragraph that describes OU-1 and /or OU-2 waste
acceptance critena and how it relates to the seep water charactenzation?

Response

The following constituents (constituents) have no proposed performance standard in
the OU 7 Draft Proposed PAM

2-Hexanone

Vinyl Acetate

Lithum

Strontium

Tin
2-Methylnaphthalene’
4-Methyiphenol’
Dibenzofuran’

" These constituents are not listed in either 40 CFR 302 4 or 6 CCR 1007-3 Pt 261-
Appendix VIl and therefore are not required to be addressed under a CERCLA
remedial action

There were no OU 1 or QU 2 treatment standards available for these constituents,
except for ithum The OU 1 treatment facility has a performance standard of 2,500
ug/L for ithum, and this value should be the proposed performance standard for the
OU 7 PAM For the remaining constituents, there were no MCL, PQL, FO 39, site-
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1.6

specific, or statewide stream standards avaiable Of these constituents, only vinyl
acelate, strontum, and tn have Programmatic Risk-Based Prelminary Remediation
Goals (PRG) in the July 1994 Programmatic PRG document The PRG values were
not selected as a proposed performance standard because no nisk-based comparisons
were required per the OU 7 work plan Therefore, if a nsk-based PRG was selected
instead of an ARAR, then a nsk-based assessment may need to be performed for
many or all of the other contaminants Consequently, the PRG values were not
selected

The selection of 10X the CLP detection hmits was not arbitrary When no ARAR or
TBC value exists for a chemical, the next source of a potential conservative clean-up
value 1s the chemicals practical quantification it (PQL) A PQL may be defined as 10
times the EPA published detection mit when not otherwise published Therefore,
where a no ARAR or TBC was available for a constituent, a value of 10X the CLP
detection limit was suggested

Several of the metals, VOCs, and semi-VOCs that are found in the OU 7 seep water do
not have a designated performance standard at the OU 1 or OU 2 treatment facilties

Performance standards were designated for the OU 1 and OU 2 water treatment
faciities based on compounds detected during Remedial Investigation activities for
each Operable Unit The absence of performance standards for specific chemicals or
compounds found in the OU 7 seep water does not indicate that the treatment faciltties
cannot treat those compounds The lack of performance standards simply shows that
those compounds were not identified as chemicals of concern for that particular facility

The OU 1 and OU 2 water treatment equipment will be capable of removing the
dentified compounds found in the OU 7 water The suggested performance standards
of ten times the EPA Contract Laboratory Program (CLP) for compounds where no
ARARSs or TBCs exist 1s recommended to facilitate successful treatment

Treatment plant acceptance cnitena are not ARARs and should not be discussed in the
Potential ARARs section A bnief discussion of waste acceptance cnteria is included in
the description of the proposed action

Stoller performed a detailed analysis of the compatibility of the seep water with the
treatment processes based on the acceptance cntena  This analysis included
discussions with the OU 1 and OU 2 operators to resolve potential problem areas
Before completing the analysis, Stoller was given direction that the combined OU 1/0U
2 treatment facility would likely be used and because acceptance cntena do not exist,
no additional analysis should be performed Since then, Stoller has been directed by
CDPHE/EPA to remove ARARs from the document and state that constituents will be
treated to the effluent standards of the appropnate treatment facility

Comment
P 22 of 26, section 42 Instead of simply asserting that VOC release impacts will be

minimal in comparison to normal RFETS OPS (with the implication that normal OPS
are releasing vast quantities of VOCs, change this section to descnbe the net positive
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1.7

1.8

19

impact on air quality (or at least no change) of collecting the seep for treatment Call
me If you have questions on this point, as we definitely need to change this text

Response

Delete the sentence ‘Both these impacts will be minimal in comparison to normal
operational activity at RFETS " Insert the sentence “The collection, storage, and
treatment facilities are closed systems and will therefore have a minimum impact on air

qualty ”

Comment

P 23 of 26, section 4 6 This section must either be eliminated or re-wntten to descnbe
actions we will take dunng construction to mitigate potential exposure to construction
workers (personnel) Do away with all existing text

Response

Revise the paragraph to read “The proposed action removes the seep water that may
be a source of contamination for both surface water and groundwater thus eliminating
potential pathways for further migration Potential exposures by RFETS workers dunng
construction and operation will be mitigated by following the Site-Specific Health and
Safety Plan *

Comment
P_23 of 26, section 4.7 Rewrite this section to quantify estimated costs for this action

Also estimate person-hour commitments Include some language in this section to
describe “cost/schedule” savings realized as a result of this simplified approach

Response

No other options are presented, therefore, cost/schedule savings cannot be quantified
In addition, based on discussions with the regulatory agencies, costs are not to be
included in the PAM

Comment

P_25 of 26, section 5§ | don't understand the first sentence regarding the PAM
schedule “superseding” the Table 6 IAG milestones Maybe we mean “complement”
IAG schedules? Please either re-wnite to explain the proposed schedule, or give some
additional explanation of what this statement means

Response -

“Supersedes” was replaced with “‘complements ”

tp\2510610\seepcomt doc 4 11/17/94

-




Responses to Comments from DOE
Draft Seep Collection and Treatment
Proposed Action Memorandum

Operable Unit No. 7
DOE COMMENTS (cont.)
2 Scott R. Surouchak/AMPME
21 Comment

2.2

23

Signature Page Why do we have this page?
Response

This page Is required for EG&G Document Control but should not have been submitted
with the PAM

Comment

P_1of i, para one. [the referenced text states “the seep collection and treatment PAM
presents the U S Department of Energy’s proposed actionto ] Then why are we not
approving?

Response
See response to Comment 2 1

Comment
P 1ofi para two [The referenced text states * Compliance with potential applicable
or relevant and appropnate requirements "] For what? SW, GW,?

Response

The text was revised to read “ complance with potential applicable or relevant and
appropriate requirements for seep water that may be a source of contamination for
groundwater and surface water "
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2.4

25

2.6

2.7

28

Comment
P 10ofi para three Delete “leachate” Replace with “seep water”

Response

Revision made

Comment

P_1 of 26, para_one. Insert “beneath”

Response .

Water 1s seeping from artificial fill placed as part of the present landfill not from beneath
the landfill

Comment
P_10of 26. para two Insert “of seep water”

Response

The sentence has been revised to read “ to eliminate discharge of seep water to a
surface water body *

Comment
P 1 of 26, para two ARARs for what??

Response

The sentence has been revised to read “ (ARARSs) for seep water that may be a
source of contamination of groundwater and surface water "

Comment

P_4 of 26, para five It looks more like a GW diverston This is called a GW intercept
system on 2-11! The text was revised to state “The existing system which was built as
part of the subsurface drainage control system ”

Response

The subsurface drainage control system consists of both a leachate collection system
and a groundwater intercept system [Workplan, DOE, 1994] Figure 2-1 was revised to
show a “subsurface drainage control system *

tp\2510610\scepcomt doc 6 11/17/94




2.9

210

2.1

2.12

2,13

Comment
P 6 of 26, para one Summary discussion of concentrations at least!!

Response

A table showing constituents, average concentrations, and maximum concentrations
will be shown in Section 2 3

Comment

P 7 of 26, bullet st [¢ Source area groundwater control to contain plume e Leachate
collection and treatment] What's the difference??

Response

This text 1s from the Presumptive Remedy Guidance In a typical landfill, the waste I1s
above the groundwater table Leachate 1s water that percolates through the landfill At
OU 7, the groundwater table runs through the waste thus blurnng the distinction
between leachate and groundwater In the IM/IRA, we propose combining the two
bullets, however, this distinction does not affect the PAM

Comment
P_8 of 26, para three Why 6-inch??

Response
Four-inch pipe 1s used to be conservative for a minimal increase in cost

Comment

P_8 of 26, Why are all the averages differing? Better explanation or clanfication
required!!

Response

The average flow of 4 gpm was just rounding of the 3 6 gpm The text will be revised to
use the 3 6 gpm

Comment
P_8 of 26, last sentencg. Change “alarm” to “switch” Is the system alarmed?

Response

Rewvision made The system is alarmed with a beacon light on top of the control panel
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214 Comment
P 11 of 26, first bullet Greg L said pond already drained down

Response

Approximately one-third of the water in the pond has been drained The pond will be
drained as required prior to start of construction
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Responses to Comments from DOE
Draft Seep Collection and Treatment
Proposed Action Memorandum

Operable Unit No. 7
DOE COMMENTS (cont.)
3 Unknown Author
3.1 Comment |

3.2

3.3

3.4

Signature Page Do these go with final PAM? Why? Where 1s DOE signature?
Response

This page Is required for EG&G Document Control but should not have been submitted
with the PAM

Comment
P 1 of 1, Executive Summary, para one Insert “removal” What level, why?
Response

Sentence revised to read “ proposed removal action " The objective or “Why” i1s
stated in the last sentence of this paragraph

Comment

P_1 of 26, para one Insert “removal” Delete “remedial” Replace with removal
Response

Rewvisions made n text

Comment

Figure 1-1 Plant, ste or RFETS Be consistent See figures 3-2, 3-3, 3-4
Response

Rocky Flats Environmental Technology Site or RFETS will be used Figures revised
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3.6

3.7

3.8

3.9

3.10

Comment

P_4 of 26, para four | don’t think it got Part B approval, nor do | think it actually has
intenm status Check facts with Kyle Peter

Response

The text will be revised to delete this reference
Comment

Figure 2-1 See Comment 4

Response

Figure revised

Comment

Figure 3-1 See Comment 4

Response

Figure revised

Comment

P 11 of 26, second sentence Treatment?
Response

The sentence was revised to read * pnor to actual treatment
Comment

P_15 of 26, para_three Insert “and effective”

Response

Revision made

Comment
P_22 of 26, para_three. Landfill or A/B senes [pond]

Response

The toxt refers to the East Landfill Pond as referenced in the previous sentence The
text will be revised to clanfy this
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3.11

3.12

3.13

3.14

315

3.16

Comment
P_23 of 26, section 4 6 Change title to “Exposure Pathways”

Response

Revision made

Comment
P_23 of 26, para five ? "interest”

Response

Text modified to read “Substances of interest include " .
Comment

P_23 of 26, section 4 7. How much? $10K, $500K, $1 5M order of magnitude
Response

Based on discussions with the regulatory agencies, costs are not to be included in the
PAM

Comment
P_24 of 26, para two. Change “mimmal” to “imited”

Response

Revision made

Comment

P 24 of 26, para two Oh- this Is a removal action  Why not state that upfront!
Response

References to the proposed action as a removal action were included in the Executive
Summary and Section 1 (Purpose)

Comment
P 24 of 26, para two Insert “potential”

Response text revisedtoread “ to address potential threats ”
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